
Aplil 17,199~

Lester Snow, E~outiv~ Di~e~t~r
CALFED Bay-Delta Program
141~ 9th Street, Suite 1155
Sacramento, California, 95814

~ub]ect: (File STPCLPD 007) Comments on i0 Alternatives

Dear Lester:

Here are some con~ents on the core actions and the formulation of the
final alternatives following Workshop 6 on April 15, 1996.

Co=eActlons a~dEs~e=%lal El~ts
I recogniz~ that you are receiving co~ents on the ~ure actions and
ot~er items ~o be more specl~2c and ~c prDv±de mo~ d~tail.
looking at the detail that has b~en added to the core actions in th~
April draft ~u~X it ~ar$ that the nu/m~z~ indicate that
detailed analysis has been made of these items than was indicated at

at a progr~m~.atic level for the E!R/EIS process since it needs to
u~v~r a br~ad rang~ of potential actions. M-y. su~esti~m ~s tb~t the
Core Action sur~ary table be given three columns---Activities -
Ob~ectiv~ ~ P~oposed Acq@mplis~%ment - Benefits. Proposin~ a =ire or
other qua!~hy should remov= from the description the appearance of
having made more final decisions on the actions.

Re~arding the "essential elements", the tzeae_ment of these is not at
all what I would eapect. By putting them into Stage iI, they appear
to be secondary core actions. I think a better concep~ would be to
have the essentiai elements Zormula~ as the initial ~t u£
actions to be impl~mented in Stage i. These could be delineated in

remain to be detailed out after the p:ograms get undem~ay. The

habitat and ecosystem projects that should be done and can provide the
%cchni~&l detail in tho EIR/E~S

Some of the programmatic questions that need to be answered include:
-What agencies will have jurisdiction for planning the
actions,
-How will habitat and ecosystem restoration propusal~ be
approved,"
-What are the goals~ proposed objectives and expected
benefits of th~ proposed actions,
-How are actions to be prioritized to fit scientific criteria,

-What will be annual and long term funding needs and proposed

-How to structure monitoring and adaptive management r~view
to insur~ that th~ programs a~e meeting the ~eeds of local and
regional habitat and ecosystem management.
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Fo~lat£on of ¥1nalAlterna~v~
! con~ented during Workshop 6 that the C~FED team should look at
radical res~rucsu~in9 u5 th~ ~It=rnatiwe~ ~nd not be bound only
making a~Jus~ent3 to th~ alternative~ a~ now structured. Most of th~
I0 ~It~r~ative~ r~ceivel no support £n the break-out session when
asked ~o respond to whether they meet the solution principles. This
~ not ~ popularity contest. Th~ be~ ~Hpp~rt ~n cur Blue ~ro~ was
sla out of ~out 22 for Alternative C. Some got no vote~. The reason
for ~his is tha~ the a]#~rnativ~s do not give balanced treatment of
the four major objectives, and thus, can not measure up to the

Mere is another aDDroach.

Bas~ the structure of the alternatives on four solutions for
water fl0w and a~atic h~itat conditions (l.e., ~c "fix the Delta").
Start with:

I. Through ~ita

2. Large Eastside Conveyance

~. ~al Conveyance

4. No Action

Each Of these should be confined with balanced actions to me~t the
~jor ~bjectives and ~nalyzed through a range of sizes for these
~l~ments:

New Storage (UDstre~, In-~ita, and
Ecosyst~m/H~itat Restoration
~mand Management
Water Supply I~rcv~ent
Levee System Vulner~i!ity

I think this would proviie a better way to meet the needs for each of
n~e ma~or obj~uti~e in e way that would get agreement fr~the
interested parties and lead to selection of a "fix the Delta" plan.
A= xou kno-- I would be glad to dlscus~ tb~- ~n ~re detail.

Stuart

TCT=L P. ~
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